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Examiner's Detailed Office Action 

1. This Office Action is responsive to the communication for application 10/782,183, filed 
October 18,2006. 

2. Claims 1-20 are pending. 

3. After the previous office action, claims 1-20 stood rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions 
and requirements of this title. 

5. Amended claims 1 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter: abstraction and/or software per se. Amended claim 1 
recites a "data quality auditing tool" comprising "a rule-based programming data analyzer" and 
"a set of rule-based criteria, wherein the set of rule-based criteria is implemented incrementally 
as an understating of rules associated with the set of rule-based criteria is gained." Claim 1 1 
recites a method comprising "comparing received data ... against a set of rule-based criteria; and 
identifying . . . data which violate the rule-based criteria, wherein the set of rule-based criteria is 
implemented incrementally as an understating of rules associated with the set of rule-based 
criteria is gained." 
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Claim 1 recites a computer related manufacture, but no data structure that defines structural and 
functional interrelationships between the data structure and the computer software and hardware 
components which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized. Further, no claimed 
computer-readable medium encoded with a computer program which defines structural and 
functional interrelationships between the computer program and the rest of the computer which 
permit the computer program's functionality to be realized, is recited. 

Claim 1 1 recites a process with no physical transformation and a final result that produces a 
modification of software (rules) per se. Clearly, no more than a 101 judicial exception is recited 
by claim 11, making it non-tangible. Further, given the general nature of the amendment, this 
amendment might simply suggests that the rules are modified by coding from time to time, as an 
understating of rules associated with the set of rule-based (data integrity) criteria is gained. 
Similarly, this amendment could suggest the use of machine learning to modify the rules as an 
understating of rules associated with the set of rule-based (data integrity) criteria is gained. In 
either case, claim 1 1 preempts the application of well-known abstract ideas in the areas of rule- 
base programming and machine learning for rule modification. 

Clearly, claims 1 and 1 1 are non-statutory under 35 U.S.C. 101 
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Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed October 18, 2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Rejection of Claims 1-3, 6, 10, 11-13, 16 and 20 Under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) 

Applicant argues that claims 1 and 1 1 are patentable over Gobat as Applicant has added the 
limitation: "wherein the set of rule-based criteria is implemented incrementally as an 
understanding of rules associated with the set of rule-based criteria is gained" to claims 1 and 1 1 . 
Applicant argues that "Gobat fails to teach or suggest such a concept of implementing the set of 
rule-based criteria incrementally. 

Examiner rebuts by pointing out that Gobat makes two assertions that suggest that the rule-based 
criteria are implemented incrementally: 

(1) It can be appreciated that over time related data associated with a particular account 
(i.e. a customer) may become inconsistent across the different data bases, (emphasis 
added) (see col. 1, lines 13-16) 

(2) ... rules are generated for each IDM 1 15i by subject matter experts who understand 
the purpose and functions of the associated application, the logical relationships among 
the data elements in all data bases in the system, and the relative operational risks and 
impacts associated with completing certain operational tasks when the data elements 
required to complete those tasks may or may not be synchronized with logically-related 
data elements in other data bases in the system, (emphasis added) (see col. 3, lines 7-15) 

From (1) it can be understood that the data relationships become inconsistent over time. 

Therefore, from (2), the understanding of the subject matter experts must change over time to 

keep track of the changing logical relationships among the data elements in all data bases in the 

system. Since the rules are generated by subject matter experts, based on their understanding of 
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the logical relationships among the data elements in all data bases in the system, Gobat does 
teach or suggest such a concept of implementing the set of rule-based criteria incrementally. 
Accordingly, Examiner maintains the rejection of claims 1-3, 6, 10, 1 1-13, 16 and 20 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b). 

Rejection of Claims 4 and 14 Under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 

Applicant traverses the rejection of claims 4 and 14 as being unpatentable over Gobat in view of 
Hay under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) because "one of skill in the art would not have sufficient 
motivation or suggestion to combine Gobat with Hay. Applicant notes that "Gobat relates to a 
facility for providing and maintaining automatically the integrity of data ..." while Hay teaches 
"a metadata repository". Examiner rebuts by noting that Hay defines a: "A BUSINESS RULE 
CONSTRAINT must be either a CONDITION or an INTEGRITY CONSTRAINT." (see p. 2 of 
6). Above the definition Hay asserts: 

The action assertion here is a BUSINESS RULE CONSTRAINT, to constrain 
either an ENTITY TYPE / CLASS, a ROLE, or an ATTRIBUTE. For example, a 
validation constraint might constrain the values that can be given to an 
ATTRIBUTE. Another kind of constraint might specify when an ENTITY TYPE / 
CLASS might be updated. And so forth. 

Clearly, the BUSINESS RULE CONSTRAINT plays a role in the maintenance of data 
integrity. While the foci of Gobat' s and Hay's documents may differ, both documents teach 
inventions that have common purpose in an aspect of their application, i.e., data integrity in 
databases. Accordingly, Examiner maintains that Gobat should be combined with Hay and 
claims 4 and 14 are not patentable over Gobat in view of Hay under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
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Rejection of Claims 5 and 15 Under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
Applicant argues that "...inasmuch as claim 5 depends from claim 1 and claim 15 from claim 1 1 
that these claims are patentable inasmuch as the parent claims are patentable." Examiner 
maintains the rejections of claims 1 and 11; therefore, claims 5 and 15 are not patentable. 

Rejection of Claims 7 and 17 Under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 

Applicant traverses the rejection of claims 7 and 17 as being unpatentable over Gobat in view of 
Plale et al. under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) because "one of skill in the art would not have sufficient 
motivation or suggestion to combine Gobat with Plale et al. Applicant specifically notes that 
Examiner has made not obvious argument. Examiner provides that the motivation to combine 
Gobat with Plale et al. is to apply the aspects of dQUOB that allow formulation, implementation, 
and execution of queries that eliminate large amounts of unnecessary data processing and 
transfers. 

Rejection of Claims 8-9 and 18-19 Under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 

Applicant traverses the rejection of claims 8-9 and 18-19 as being unpatentable over Gobat in 
view of Klein under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) because Klein and Gobat are not analogous art. 
Examiner rebuts by asserting that one skilled in the art of rule-base programming and 
implementation would have been well aware of the necessity of good conflict resolution 
strategies for rule choice at the time of Applicant's invention {see pp. 2-3, §2) and that Klein 
provides models of conflict resolution strategy readily applicable to any rule-based approach: 



Application/Control Number: 10/782,183 
Art Unit: 2121 



Page 7 



The aim of this work can thus be viewed as an attempt to further the evolution of 
computer-based systems towards distinct handling of distinct forms of knowledge. 
Conventional programming languages distinguish only data and procedures. Traditional 
expert systems are (beginning to) treat control expertise distinctly. The work described 
herein attempts to take this one step beyond traditional expert systems by treating 
conflict resolution expertise as a separate category, thus giving it first-class status as 
well, (see p. 4) 

Examiner respectfully submits that one skilled in the art of rule-base systems development would 
have well been motivated to seek out the information in Klein to provide stronger conflict 
resolution algorithms than found in many existing systems or to guide ad hoc development. 
Accordingly, Examiner maintains the rejection of claims 8-9 and 18-19. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Correspondence Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Nathan H. Brown, Jr. whose telephone number is 571-272- 8632. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 0830-1700. If attempts to reach the examiner by 
telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Anthony Knight can be reached on 571- 
272-3687. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions 
on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9 197 (toll-free). 



Anthony Knight 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Tech Center 2100 



Nathan H. Brown, Jr. 
December 22, 2006 
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